
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street, NW. 
Washington, DC 20463 

Re: Possible FEC violations in “Percot96” sa 6‘Reform Party of the 
United States of America (IWUSA)’’ (two totaily separate mtities) 
report@ to the FEC. 

A group of Reform Party members, upon finding what they perceived to be 
possible intiactions of the Federal Election Commission laws, met via c-mail 
fiir 3 period of over two months in an sftempt to ferret out infnmation from 
the people responsible for those reports: Ross Perot and his Treasurer 
Michael Poss; Russell Verney and his Treasurer Michael: Morris. 

Several months ago tlus small group of Refonn Party members became 
aware rhat ivlichael Itlorris, Treasurer for Reforrn Party of &e United States 
(RPUSA) had made a statement in response to an FEC inquiry about the lack 
of ‘adminish-ative expenses’ in the RPUSA FEC reports. 

A similar query about the ‘lack of administrative expenses’ was again sent to 
Michael Morris on December 22, 1999 by Scon Walker, Reports Analyst, 
wiili R Tcdlnw up ileniand rcpr response hy John n. Gibson> Assistan( StaK 
Director on January 13, 2000. Mr. Gibson apprised Mr. Mom’s that if he 
does not comply within 15 days either an audit or legal action may ensue. 
That deadline has now passed with no apparent response fiom Mr. Morris. 

Michael Morris’ response to the FEC (Mr. Scott Francis, Reports Analyst) 
April 30, 1998 stated: “Individuals on a volunteer basis operate the Reform 
Party. There 3re no rented premises, telephone numbers, fiffice equipment, 
supplies, or salaries.” 

Upon our information and belief we submit that Mr, T~iorris’ that statement 
is not accurate. The Perot96 FEC records clearly show that Russell Verney 
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and a staff of individuals were employed by Perot96 fiom August 28 1997 
through February 28, 1999. 

Some six staff members were retained AFTER the FEC, audit of October 
1997 through February 28, 1999, the 16 month period that is the main 
suhject nf this complaint 

Throughout this period these individuals worked in the Perot96 oftices. 
Russell Vemey was elected Chairman of the National Organizing 
Committee of RPIIS.4 in Jam3r-y of 199?. He hecame the P3q"s first 
National Chairman at the first Convention in Kansas City, MQ on November 
2 1997. 

Members of his Perot96 staff attended the Kansas City Convention from 
October 3 1 -Nov 2nd, 1997. One, Mike Wicks, did most of the planning for 
the cowention while sal3ried hy Perot96 m d  attended the cementinn. Mike 
Hicks was appointed by Russell Vemey to chair the second RPUSA 
Convention in Atlanta, GA in late September 1998, while still in the employ 
(?r P ~ ~ ~ ? M  

Matthew Sawyer, attorney, drew up the AOR that was submitted to the FEC 
while in the employ of PerotY6. Perot96 oftices were used to conduct 
!?PI !SA hwiness during the entire time from October 199? until Perot96 
closed at the end of February 1999. 

Phone calls and e-mails were sent and received from the Per0996 offices on %L 
daily basis during this period. Apparently the office equipment of Perot96 
and the telephones at the Perot96 headqmters were used for R?T!SA 
business. 

Affidavits can be provided from various individuals who spoke by phone 
with these oflicers and 'volunteers' of RPUSA who were at that time on the 
payroll and in the employ of Pernt96. These specific conversations pertained 
only to the business of  RPUSA. The phone number called was 972-450- 
8800. The fax number used to communicate with this office for RPTJSA 
business was 972-383- i 695. These communications were always during the 
regular business hours of the Perob96 office. 

During this specified 16 month period, [August 1997 through February 
19991 the Perot96 records show large tekphone expenditures, salaries for 
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employees, travel expenses, office expenses, that were, in our opinion, not 
in keeping with the ‘winding down’ process of this pserlicular small Political 
C:ampai p, Perot96. 

The administrative expenditures reported for RPUSA during that same time 
period were indeed sparse and properly brought questions from the FEC 
record? ana!ysts. 

Our group of Reform Party members, being ever aware of our position 
requiring the ‘highest ethical standards’ for our government ofiicials, felt 
that it was meet and right and our hounden duq to give the responsihfe 
ofticials in each entity the opportunity to ‘self correct’ if possible. It was and 
is our firm belief that our Party itself should set the example by having the 
highest ethical standards af ATJ. levels of‘ h i s  Party! 

It was our fervent hope that amendments would be forthcoming that would 
correct any improprieties that existed. Unfortunately this did not happen. 

After much discussion over this several month period that our group met to 
consider the right thing to do, this group of some 401- Reformers, stated their 
desire In hfive I J S  prwe !he fidlnwing quesiions, Exhihi! R1 ( (3  Ross Pern!, 
Michael Poss, Russ Vemey, and Michael Morris, with notification of these 
questions to &e Executive Committee of WUSA, and the incoming 
National Chair, Jack Gargan, and the incoming National Treasurer, Ronn 
Young. Jack Gargan and Ronn Young were given our ‘report’ as a warning 
t!izt the hooks they were soon to inherir might contain major faults for which 
they might be responsible without exercise of caution. 

Certitied mail was sent to Ross Perot with a package inside for Michael 
Poss, Treasurer of Perot96, on December 20, 1999, USPS next day mail. 
The receipt per e!mai! notice indicated that h i s  package wa? delivered to 
Mr. Perot before noon on December 21, 1999. 

Following the submission of the items and queries to Mr. Perot and Michael 
Poss, we sent e-mail packages containing the same information to Russell 
Vemey, Mic!iae! 9.foz:s, the Execuriv: Cornmimx of lip! JSA s, o f  thzt 
date, Jack Gargan, then chairman elect, and Ronn Young, treasurer elect. 

Copies of the items sent to these individuals are included as Exhibib A, B, 
C. and D. The letter from the FEC to Michael Morris inquiring about 
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administrative expenses and dated June 7, 11998 is attacked as Exhibit E, and 
Michael Morris’ reply dated June 30, 1998 is attached as Exhibit F. The 
current qttery from the FEC to Michael W m 7 i s  is attached as Exhihit ‘3. 

The questions in Exhibit [BI] were faxed to Ross Perot and to Russell 
Verney on December 30, 1999 per the request by Russell Verney. In a 
te!ep!:one conversation recpesaing the questions Mr. Vemey indicated that 
he had every intention of responding to the questions, but couldn’t determine 
exactly what they were from the letters he received. 

in latc Dcccmbcr, Michael Morris, RPUSA Trcasurcr, rcqucstcd additional 
tiine wiihiiin which to rcspond due to 3ilt of t a m  busims ?at  had prohibited 
his response. This was granted. When Russell Verney requested that the 
above questions be faxed to him he indicated that they intended to respond. 
No response hts been €ort?xomlr?g fiom z y  of these p d e s .  

A phone call fiom Michael Poss was received by Mary Clare Wohlford on 
January 21, 2000. Mr. Poss stated that he had just THAT day seen the 
questions fer the first time! The FEC might take into account Mr. Poss 
position that he was not given the information mailed to Ross Perot or the 
questions faxed to both Ross Perot and Russell Verney in a timely manner. 
Tn rad, Tram !ha! coiiversation i! is no! discemable whelher or not Mr. Pnss 
EVER got the package that was included for him in the mailing that was 
delivered to Ross Perot, marked Personal and Coni’identiai, sent next day 
service, return receipt requested, on December 20, 1999. 

Therefore we ask that you look into these issues and determine, by perusing 
BOTH sets of‘ books STDE BY STDE, whether or not our conclusions are 
meritorinis s::d whether amendments or other actions are required to set 
things straight in the RPUSA records. Mr. Perot’s books (Perot’96) are not 
our responsibility. 

It is our goal to set all the records straight with the FEC SQ that we may 
maintain our srandard of having the ‘highest ethical srandsnrcis’ for WUSA 
as we continue to demand those standards for our Government Ofticials. 

We do not want our new ofticers, who assumed office effective January I ,  
2000, to be burdened with any record keeping that would taint their dealings 
with the FEC or any other Federal Agency. 
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We ask that you thoroughly investigate OUT suspicions and assumptions 
pertaining to the reporting by BOTH Perst96 and WPUSA. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mary Clare and William T. Wahlford 
249 Tenth Street NW 
Pulaski, S A  24301 

mcgoats 1 @,usit.net 
eiwattsl @usit.net 

List of Exhibits: 
A. Letter to Ross Perot dated 12/20/99 
R. Tetter to Executive Camm. Of RPIJSA, Garg3r1, Young dated 

B I Questions f'axes to Russ Verney and Ross Pemt 12/30/99 
12/22/99 

c. 
D 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H 

I. 
d .  
K. 

Pero196 Spread Sheet, ~ X ~ G I I S W  1 0197 lo 311 199 
RPUSA Spread Sheet, income and expenses 10/97 to 10/99 
Legai Fees Perot 96 for lawsuit hvolviwg .WUSA as plaintiff 
FEC letter to Mike Momis, RPUSA Treasurer Jan 1998 
Response f?om Mike Mom's, t~ exhibit F 
E,M3dl from Rws Vemey, Chair, RPTJSA to 3ll members d3ted Ilec 
15'h 1999. 
Wohlford's elmail reply to exhibit M. dated Dec 19. II 999. 
FEC Nolice Lo Mike Morris, RPUSA Treawrer, dakd 12/22/99 
Second FEC Notice to Mike Morris, WPUSA Treasurer, dated 

January E l h ,  2000 

I 

Affirmed and signed before me this 



&&day of d d ( h k 9  ,2000 

my license expires 
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Dear Ross Perot, 

We sincerely regret the occasion that necessitates this communication to you 

Enclosed you will find documents that. will inform you ofthe chronology of events 
leading up to this letter to you. 

The members of HPIISA, and we most heartily, apprec.iate all the things that you have 
done for us as individual citizens, but most especially the fact that you woke us up in 
1992 and gave us the belief that WE as individuals COIJ.1) make a difTerence in our 
Country. For giving us that belieftliat many had lost to hopelessness, we thank you 
profusely! 

Rill and I are former teac.hers and school administrators. We are also Quakers and tend 
to find solutions through the convening of a group that can work together to solve 
problems alkr prayerful thought. 

It is with this background and these methods, which we used in the small Quaker sc,hool 
that we helped found in New Jersey, that we tend to approach ALL problems. 

Finding that the FF,C records ofA1.I. campaign expenses for Al.1. parties are now on the 
internet, led us an analysis of HOW the $29 million that YOU received had been spent 
and how c.orners might be c.ut for 2000 with fe.wer funds available. 

In working with tigures, such as the FEC records, our fist step is to begin a spreadsheet to 
put all the figures out so that an analysis is easier. The FEC records are difficult at best to 
understand in their virgin form. 

The worksheets told us many things. Where money was spent for campaigns, and how 
the money was distributed throughout the country. 

Next, 1vhe.n we. found that RPIJSA information .to the FFC was also online. We followed 
the same spreadsheet method and put all of the receipts and expenditures in that format. 

We were NOT looking for trouble! Rut as we have done all our lives, when we have 
questions about something we pursue those questions until we have answers. 

There appeared to be some improprieties in the rec.ords when comparing Perot96 reports 
with RPUSA reports. For instance, the FEC, following the first WUSA reports, wrote 
an inquiry asking why there were no administrative expenses. The reply was: 
“Individuals on a volunteer basis operate the Reform Party. There are no rented 
premise.s, tekphone numbers, office e.quipment, supplies, or salaries.” 

We found that the RPUSA reports listed only ‘telephone conference calls’ hut NO actuai 
telephone expenses, while th.e Perot96 reports for the same dates showed telephone bills 
averaging over $600 per month for the sixteen (16) months following the E C  audit 



(October 1997-March 1 ,  1999). This raise.d a question in our minds, sinc.e we personally 
had received calls from the ‘RPUSA ofiice’ from both Russ and Matt Sawyer that were 
NOT conference calls! 

Then there was a large travel disbursement in the Perot96 books on the day before the 
Kansas City Convention. 

First we phoned the FEC and using a hypothetical situation inquired about certain 
situations. According to the information we received we needed to explore further. &ut 
what was the best way? We had been told by the. FEC that we could file a wmplaint and 
they would investigate. We know a few investigative reporters and considered that 
option. Rut primarily we are drawn by our Quaker background to ‘convene a meeting for 
decision‘ with at least a cross section of backgrounds, so that a true ‘consensus’ could be 
reached and be acc.eptable to all facets of our Party. Protection of the Party was always 
our goal. If errors had occurred then we must find a way to correct those errors. Silence 
was never an option. 

We sent out invitations to  66 people, inc.luding those who have always misunderstood us 
and our motives for doing ANYTHING! We asked that before they were accepted into 
the group, they agree to complete confidentiality. Those that ‘.joined’ gave this pledge. 

It has been our experience that during this type of ’meeting’ if people can freely express 
their feelings and all sides have that opportunity, the RIGHT decision will emerge! 
Conducting such a meeting via e-mail is more difficult, but we were very favorably 
impressed with the thoughtfulness, candor, insight, and ideas ofthis group. Several, 
however, remained silent throughout. 

Unfortunately, prior to a decision from this group, one (possibly more0 individual chose 
to violate his confidentiality commitment and went io Russell Verney with his 
interpretation of’ what was going on. 

Russell Verney then precipitously sent a post via e-mail to the State Chair list ofRPCJSA, 
plus LnsideReforrn and Advocate membership lists, but no communication directly to us. 
Our response is enc.losed in this package to you along with the ‘letter’ Russ sent out. 

Our group was i n  the process of concluding that the proper thing to do was to apprise 
you, ivlike Poss, Russ, Mike Morris, A i D  the Executive Committee of RI’USA of the 
questions we had and ask for re.sponses within a time frame. 

This letter and the contents ofthe package will apprise YO17 ofour proceedings, our 
questions, and we respectfully ask that we receive a response within the next ten days. 
This time has been extended from that determined by the group because ofChristmas. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Mary Clare and Rill Wohiford 
249 Tenth Street 
Pulaski, Virginia 24301 

e-mail mcCoatslkibsit.net and eiwattsl@usit.net 

Attachments: 

Perot96 spreadsheet expenses 10/97 to 3/1/99 
R P U S k  spreadsheet expenses and income 101'97 to 1Oi99 
I.ega1 fees Per0196 for lawsuit involving RPUSA 
XTRA SPECIAL GROUP 66 invitation to join 
Russ Verney letter ofDecember 15, 1999 
Wohlford's reply December 19, 1999 

, 



December 72, 1999 

To Members of the Executive Committee plus Jack Gargan and Ronn Young 

As most of you know now, Rill and 1 convened a group ofRefom Party individuals 
constituting what we felt was a c.ross section of mind sets in our Party. 66 individuals 
were invited to join upon giving their pledge ofconfidentiality to us because ofthe nature 
of the decisions that we sought from this group. 

Some of you may know that Rill and I are Quakers and that ‘meetings for decision’ are 
part of the way we solve problems. The seriousrness of the problem encountered here 
required that we seek the advice and input of other members of our party. 

When T found that the FEC records were online, T began an analysis ofthe Perot96 tiles. 
I wanted to see how moneys were spent there oui of the $29 miilion that Ross Perot 
received in 1996 and where corners could be cut in expenditures for 2000 where we 
would receive much less. 

I put all the tigures on a spreadsheet so as to better compare and analyye. 

Then I tbund that the RPlJSA Figures were also on the FEC site and set those figures out 
on a spreadsheet for analysis. It was oniy when 1 encountered a request from the FEC to 
our Treasurer for information concerning ‘administrative costs’ that I began to compare 
the PerotB6 figures with the RPUSA figures. That request and Mike Morris’ reply are 
attached to this document, along with the various spreadsheets and other pertinent letters. 

This is when 1 began to have fears that misinformation may have been submitted to the 
FEC. This was the reason for convening the XTRA SPEClAL 66. 

Each member, having submitted a statement o f  confidentiality, received a number. No 
one except Bill and I knows who the members of this group are. All com.munications 
were done utilizing the assigned numbers and we were SO impressed with the quality and 
quantiry of input, the seriousness with which each appeared to be approaching the 
problems, and the consensus that was emerging as to the proper path to take to solve the 
problem should there indeed BE a problem. 

Our challenge to the group was to PROVE CJS WRONG! 

The attachments to this post are the tools given to this committee. They also include the 
unfortunate and precipitous letter that Russell Verney posted far and wide about his 
interpretation ofthe purpose ofthe group. 

This letter is part ofthe decision that was made by these folks-notification ofthe 
Executive Committee plus Jack Gargan and Xonn Young. The other part was fulfilled 
yesterday when similar packages with a cover letter were delivered to Ross Perot and 
Michael Poss, treasurer of Perot96. 



We now request that you peruse the information submitted to you. It is the consensus of 
this group that since we stand for the highest ethical standards, and should find A i i Y  
errors in reporting o f  either of these entities, Perot96 OR RPUSA, that a request to the 
FEC for permission to amend the reports be immediately made and submitted TO the 
FEC and that any penalties that should be levied be promptly accommodated. 

Our concern, in addition to being the party that asks others to be ethical and honest, is 
that our incoming officers should be freed completely of any burdens that might arise 
from any improprieties in these reports. 

We have not and are not ‘accusing’ anyone of anything. We are seeking answers to 
questions that are the logical conclusion of viewing these reports. 
Our intention is to protect our Party by taking any action that is necessary. 

We sincerely hope that there aie logical explanations f o r  issues like, why are there only 
‘conference calls’ and no regular telephone calls in the RPUSA reports, while during the 
sixteen months following the conclusion ofthe FEC audit ofthe Perot96 books, the 
phone bills average $600-1 ? Russ has stated that he had a second line put in for 
RPUSA . . .  ..ifthis is true, where is the accounting for the hills that were paid for that 
second line‘? 

The National Committee of RPUSA was named the ## 1 plaintiff in  the legal suit that was 
filedjusi after the Kansas City Convention in 1997. Where is the IN KIND contribution 
for those legal fees that were paid FOR the RPUSA? Tt should be noted that Russ has 
said ha t  ‘groups were invited to join this legal action at no cost to them’. . . .then shouldn’t 
this ‘gift to RPUSA have been reported? Maybe it is exempt under the FEC regulations 
and the U.S. Code? 

The RPUSA Evecutive Committee voted to join in another lawsuit this year in New 
Jersey against a group of Reform Party members who had formed a secondary group and 
were running candidates for office 

The Executive Committee was told that it wouldn’t cost the RPUSA 
iU.jYTI-1ING ... ..then our question is: “Who is paying the bill for this lawsuit and how 
much ofthat bill should be counted as an TN K I N D  donation to the RPI ISA? This 
lawsuit, to prohibit people from running as Reform Party candidates certainly has the .~ 

potential of ‘influencing a federal election’ since it obviously i s  going to run-over into 
2GOO. 

We would hope that you will submit some responses (answers) to us within the next ten 
days. We appreciate that the holidays are upon us, but then our work never stops, does it! 

As soon as that ten days is up, the committee of 66 will determine what, ifany, further 
action should be taken. 



Rear i n  mind that Rill and T had three options as we saw it, when we made the initial 
discoveries of what we perceived might be problematic to the Reform Party and Perot96: 

I )  tile a complaint with the FEC and let THEM tkrret out any discrepancies; 2) contact 
one of the investigative reporters that we know; or 3 )  convene a group for a 'meeting for 
decision'. We chose the latter as the safest and most secure method of approaching this 
problem. 

Tt would have been just that, had a member of the group not kept his vow of 
confidentiality and had Ivlr. Verney not precipitously broadcast his mis-interpretation of 
our task for all the world to see on various reflectors-some possibly containing the press 
or Republicans and Democrats monitoring our reflectors. 

The issue here i s  again that THESE FEC books have NEVER been audited---the time 
frame is AFTER the Perot96 audit was completed----and you have to have BOTH sets of 
books on spreadsheets before you, looking at dates of events in those entities, to even 
perceive any problems! We're talking about October 1997 to March I ,  1999 for Perot96 
and October 1997 10 August I ,  1999 fro RPUSA. 

There \vas, I thought, a $23,000 travel expense from Maritz travel agency in Dallas TX. 
in Perot96 on the day before the Kansas City Convention. One of our committee 
members found that this was an error. ?'he actual figure was some $1,300. The $23,000 
was the page rota], which was just below the travel amoun?. 

Interestingly, Russ 'Verney responded to that question with an explanation of how the 
attorneys for the lawsuit had to travel from DC, ME, TX, and CA around that time. 
Obviously their travel fees were billed by their companies rather .than being provided 
separately by Perot96. 

We await your response 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mary Clare Wohlford, for the group of66 



Per Russell Verney’s request hers are the: 

1. Why are there only bcoafercwce calls’ listed in the 
to the FEC between October 1997 through 9/38)/99? I n  other 
x w d s  :%+ere zre the regular RBB!SA k h h o n e  t dnib 9 h%s shown? 

2. .4fi:es the FEC audit of the Berot96 book, the phone bills of 
Berot96 averaged %600+ per month during the fo’ollowiwg 16 month 

for ‘conference ca18s’. Why is  this? 
periad, while the RPITSA phone hills are lacking eaatirdy except 

4. ‘I‘ke HYClSA Executive Committee v&ed to join in the lawsuit 
against surne Reform Party members in New Jersey. Russell 
Verney told the E ~ e c ~ t i v e  Coannnitltec that this W O ~ D ! ~  not cost 
RPIiSA anything. Wl~erre is this ‘gift’ to the RPUSA shown iw the 
EEC records, inciudiug name of the gift giver, amoaawi given, cte. 
“ U S  lawsuit certainly has the paptcrptisll of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ n ~  Federal 
elections since it is continuing titarough into the year ZOUO, an 
eleetisn J -reap ‘ t  2nd has as part of i t s  pnrpose the injunction for 
certain people not 
‘donated’ money to PS SAWSU~~’! Why is it not 
show11 it1 the F F r  reports? 
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5. In response to a query from tbc FEC about thew being ‘no 
administrative expenses’ in the lgPt!SA reports, Mike Morris 

vdaanter basis operate the BQefwm Party. ’I’here atre no rented 
premises, telephone numbers, office equipmelmt, supplies, or 
salaries.. ..” The Perot96 records reflect e ~ u ~ ~ ~ t e n n ~ ~ a ~  amounot of 
information and charges for each of these items that are 
disclaimed by the R?Zi§A statement . 1s this a compktely 

audit by the FEC‘ of both sets of books? 

responded to this Federal hgency by stating: 6‘1ndividuak on 9 

ONEST §tdtemelot by Mike Morris? Would it Wi8hstandl a fd! 

4. On the day before the Kansas City Colavelntiora in 1997, there b a 
travel expenditure to Maritz ‘Q‘raveB io Dallies, ‘B’X, for some 

which was actua6Iy the NEX’B’ tigum ibsllcsw the $B,%UO.OB sod is  
the page total. However, Russell Vermey stated, refersing to the 
erroneous S23:OOO figure: that this mmey was used for the travel 
for attorneys from ME, DC, TX, and CA in cooraectiorn with that 

to Kanmsas city for the WUSA sonven0iom? 

% ?  ,308.09. InitI2!$ this %gar:: ??’25 thought ta 5:: s9me S23,OQQ.O0, 

i e p i  suit. The question wow is, BVZS the $1,300.00 speste on trave9 

7. l t  is well known and verifiable that Russell Ventley and others 
both made and received calls from the k r ~ t 9 6  ~l l ices  while 
condocrizg H??I!Sh business dsring regdar nffice hams. RwseEll 
Verney has stated that he had separate lines installed for the 
purpose of WUSA business. Why, then, are: these NO regular 
tellephoeie calls shown in the WPUJSA records: either as IN KIND 
donations from Perof96 (which .avould of C O ~ P F S ~  be ilkgal) OF 
shown as being paid BY RPUSA? 

8. The bottom tine WMM be, PF the FEC ~ e t ~ r ~ ~ ~ e ~  Ca, audit both 
the PeroB6 books for the 16 months AFTER their Binid audit of 

books, woahd they Bind them both to be ‘squeaky eiw-iaw’? 
P e r o m  {October 190?), 1N CO??.E!NCT1ON a,R51!TW the WPBJSh 

9. %f ‘mistakes’ WERE made in reporting to the FEC, would both 
entities (PeroM AND KPklSA) ve~!~ntarilly and promptly submit 
amendflents to P k  FEC $0 corsera any ‘mistakes’? 



Respectfully submitted, 

i -. . .  I 
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Sheet 1 

IA period ~f a1ppn-o~ sixteeen (1 6) mondfi - _T_-- - kd 2130199 when - Perot96 was F i a b  closed down 
I I i I 

I i jaslont~ly salary j 16 mo salary :paid bi-monthly ! 

'TX - ~ $ 2,027.80 ~ $ 2,027.91 ____ I S 4,055.71 I $ 64,891.36 
~ 

1 ! 
~ 

I-- 1 +- 
I ! I I- 
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1 1/6/97 ~ ISWBell I telephone I 1 %  931.32 
12/12/97; 1 SW Bell 1 telephone I / $  - 1,332.73 
3/70/98' /MCI (confcrcncc call) I 1s - 1,1313.24 

I 

I 

__  7/14/98! ISW Bell ~ telephone j ~ ~ 19; a ,090.39 

9/3/98 j 1 SW Bell I telephone I , __ I$ 1.833.80 
1 SW Bell i telephone 1 s 1,014.69 
i 

Si6198 I 

! I $  1,93Q14 10/26/981 /MCI (confcrcncc call) - 
! /2'3!98 ~ 1 MC! (conference cal!) j 1 %  21 2.39 
1017198 i j SW Bell 1 telephane i 1 %  94@. 16 
I IiOiYBi /sw 8eli 1 tetepiione 1 1 %  
12/7/98! ISW Bell ~ telephone I , I $  

v __I__ 

__ 
I F -  

10.773.07 ~ /total phone ___ I $673.32/moI $ 
~ j 
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Sheet 1 

t I I I I 

10/1/97 thru 12131197 ,! i $  20,272.61 i $ 2,099.52 ' $ 13,172.99 
1/01/98 thni 3/31/98 i h 98,691.12 $ 29,279:Tl 1 $ 88,38450 

8,822.86 1 $ 148,025.09 
- 7/91!?8 thru 9/3Ql9Y 1 %  4,944.8? $ 77,288.95 1 !! 75,579.94 
lOiOl'98 thrul O/l4/9rl 1 s  1911§.o~ I s 2,§25.@2 1 $ 74,169.02 

68263.4q $ _____ 4/01/98 thni 6/30/98 ~ 1 %  

10i15/Y8 t i n  11/23/98 I S  T 3 ,w.w j s 5,912.53 1 !b- 71,731(.4'1 
328.84 1 $ 95,347.45 I 1/24/95 rhru 12/31/98 ! ) s  23,837.80 j $ 

4!!! 1/99 thru 6/39/99 1 / s  92.575.17 j $ - 84.189.38 i Is 34,388.81 
710 1/99 t h u  91G199 i i $  

__-_ 
1/1/1999 thru 3/31/99 ' $  16,992.46 $ %6,838,10 %: 86,000.80 

91,581.37 1 $' 9 7 , 2 9 2 . 2 n -  25,614.70 , I -- 

Itotnlr 

I I 5/21/98 j $ 3000 I .-__-- 
I 5/21/98 !$ 3500 I I F-- I I i I 
I I -A A- 

- w . o e  ~ 

1 squipineut i 11/17/97 j creditcardsofiwars 1 $ 

Mike Hicks -10i26198 ~ oficesupplies I $ 
Droinar (Dror) ~ 12/21/98 1 computerservices j $ 
Aristotle Publish.inz GA/ 6/22/99 I software maintenance ~ $ 1,350.00 1 

1 I I 1 

.___. Dromar (nmr) 1 10/29/98. j saftwme j $  2,850.00. 
97923 I 

' - - ~ - - - -  

- 

videoduplication i 12/12/97 1 videosofconvention $ 798.34 I 
~ 

video duplication i 12/27/97 j videosofconvention i $ 656.00 1 
88.00 1 . ___ ~ 6/13/98 I use of equip I postage 1 $ Ferot Systems 

1 Super Fast Vidco dup ~ 10/29/98 [ vidco duplication 1 $ 

Suner Fast Video dun ~ 2/19/99 I video dunlication $ 4.535.30 1 

rz_Lt 

231.68 - 
Surer Fast V i d a  dup j 1 W30!98 video duplication 1 $ 1,284.55 j 

- , .  ,~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

/Super Fast Video du ~7- j videoduplication j Y; 227.33 i 



Sheet i 

Emmuns & Co PwiIitatw 
David Bcilcr 116199 i faeiiikbr 

I 

I 
fundraising 
7 __ Facter Direct 3/13/98 ~ 

Facter Direct i l i17i98 j fundraising i z  -- 
2,988.27 I ] 

IFacter Direct / %  
Valentine Direct ~ 6/11/99 ~ fundraising 1s 8,027.01 
Direct Cm.pz:gn Sol 1/12/99 ! msi!ing / %  s,uw.n,rks ~ 

mailing 16,243.18 j 
maiiing 
mailing j %- 

mailing 1 %  

mailing j $  
rnzi!ir?g 

maiiing 
mailing 
mailing 

I 

Total fundraising costs 3/13/98 -6130199 i $ 163358.62 i 
I I ! 1 

~ 7/15/98 j printing 1 %  52.18 j ,Alright ___ Printing ~ 

Alright Printing ~ 7i l i48 ~ printing ; $  
Alright Printing 1 8iiOi98 / printing I $  

Ah%& Printin. ! g/:g:gg ~ p i ~ d i i g  j $  618.54 
~ 8/26/98 I $  709.04 1 printing 

.__.... 
Alright Printins 
- L p 9  

I I , 

j 1/61/99 ~ pi nting __ (Alright %nting 
j $  /Alright Printing 1 li7i99 I p r i n t i x  - 

574.98 

Russell Verney travel 
- Kussell Verney i 5ilYiYli - travel 237.26 j IN-WU j 
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- travel is 898.OQ I I 
travel / $  579.00-L __ 

I I 

ofice supplies ! $  457.42 1 
228.71 i I $  1,081.82 I 1 

office supplies 
ofice-ies i $ 

328.31?_ j Pitney Enwes ottkeequipment I rS __ 
i 12/4/98 1 postagdsoftwarc usagc - I $ 51.lQL - 

officeequipment /$- 330.13 j ----- 
I I i i I 

390.90 ~ 

-_ 
telephone 

MCl conference telephone 

total telephone for 10/01/97 thru 9/30/99 (24 ~TW) 

I 

I I 
1 believe this was - when Russ went to NM to moderate a R I- ! I 

Unified Merchants ~ 4/30/98 ~ bank fee I $  11.26 j 
IJtiified Merchants 1 5/19\98 1 hank fee 1 %  448.92 ---I 

\ 719198 bank fee / $  18.00 

bank fee 
bank fee 
ba-L 1 m  f-,. L.L. ! $  

/ $  33.20 i ___ ~ _ _ ~ _ I _  

44.83 i 
i 

t I 1 I i --- -/ 
I i 
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I I , 
9/22/98 ~ convention decorations 1 $ 

t- _ _ _ ~  
audio-visuai , i s  29,966.48 ! 1 

Carithers Flower Shop j 9125198 _c_ j decorations 1 $ 2,787.35 I 

Thc Sign Shop j 9/1S198 j banncr I $  
The S i g  Shop ~ 9/25/93 I - S l p X  I $  - 2,721.05 j 
Crown Plaza Rivana i 9/22/98 i - i s  3,017.40 i 
Crowu Plaza Kivana ~ 9/22/98 1'001118 1'enhl 1 %  

& Alex ~ 9130/9S ~ liability insurance j $ 
Qavid Bieler ,---.---- j 9/26/98 I facilitator p 

--I- 
mom rental 

---r 

3,530.00 _-__- ____ 
500.00 1 

~ O!!X!OX ! hci!itztcr 1 %  !.492.QQ ! 
___ 

IEmmons & Uo ~ 9126198 facilitator i $  760.00 I I 
'Emmons & Co faciiitator i $  

facilitator I $  
Paul Pelletier facilitator I $  

. -  printing 7 , 5 4 0 . 6 0  j 9 :  I 
1 9/22/98 1 copierrental ! $ .____ Gordon Product 

journeymaninrern I 9i2ii98 I musician 1s; 900.60 j 
i Journeyman Intern I 9/21/98 j musician 1,100.00 ; 

I 
I 

i I -. 
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Minute Man Press ~ 6/25/99 ~ mailings i $  2,703.92 j 
Advance Displays M1 ! 6/25/99 1 Convention 99 1 $ 355.00 
P W e g e n c y  MI 1 6/16/99 ~ Convention99 1 $ 249402.50 1 

~ y a t t  Regency MI __ j 8/19/99 j (:omvention 99 I $ 23.96 

Dronnar (Dror) 
Service for Hearing 14 8/19/99 ~ Convention 99 / $  5,24608 1 

__ 

Myatt Rcgcncy M t  I 7/25/99 ~ <:nnvcntinn 99 , 1 s 9933.zil ____ 
- 

- 
DrQltlar ( l ) t O l . )  j 7i22NY i COIIWII~IOII 99 

j 8/19/99 j Convention 99 ! $ 697.59 I - ~ _ _  

Tom Roberts 1 6!1!!99 1 Convention99 j $ 3io.74 ! 

Anderson Associates j 9/10/99 I Convention 99 i $ 241.001---- 
Tom Roberts ~ 9iiuigg Convention 93 
Dennis Ifighfill ! 7/25i99 ~ Convention 99 1 $ 343.941 

- - 
ji4.5b ' - 

Tom Mulawka 4 
brio-Ross Entertainm j 
AOR %sic Scrviccs I 
American Imnpisg ! 

'99 j Convention! 
I Compotccr ~f 7/2/99 1 Convention 99 I $ 

j 7/22/99 j  onv vent ion^^ - i $ 
The Sign Shop j 702199 (:onvention99 j$- 
Bruce Wick 1 7/25/99 j Convention99 j $ 
Dromar (Drurj ~ 625% curnpuiar renhi 1 $ 
Drnmar iDrnr1 1 9/29/99 1 ConrnnuterService i $ 
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I 

to 9th Circuit Court of Appeds I I I 
I 

! i 
i i I1/13/97/ $ 144.998.86 

156,005.40 XI1 Main street Suite 2500 j j 12/12/$71 $ - 
>allas. TX 75202-3727 1 I 1120/98j $ 83.153.98 I I 

I 

214) 939-4400 I 1 2/10/98; S 140.784.41 
~ I 

! I 3/1/98j $ 106,566.18 I 
- 2 14) 760-7332 fa.. 

1 ! 4i9i98/ $ 216.635.58 I 
i 

51211981 $ 29,701.00 I I I 
I ! ~ 

~ I i 6191981 S 3 1.106.65 
I I I 

1 I I Sa-981 $ 3 1.i04.65 
I 

8/13/Y;ij $ 8,878.31 

9/17/98! $ 42,433.96 
I 
! 

17.470.12 

! ! I 2!?4/99! s 299.53 
I 1 12/16/98/ $ -! 

\noits, LOX, H ~ r .  M C L ~  1 i 12/18/97/ $ 42,403.98 

i A  Professional Comoration I i 1/20/98j $ 42.403.98 I 7 I 

28,933.15 

44,499.06 

1 
I 

i 
Palo Alto. CA 9430-1426 I ~ 

5,088.00 I 
1.046.30 

--- 
51211981 $ 

7/lSi98l fi 1 
I i 

I 

i 1 I 
! ! 

i I I 
I 



22,875.00 
.- 

i 
I 

i { ~merican University ! 

Washington, !>.C:. 20016 I I 

opcclrt: Counsd for ! L 
i I Pl&lhffs-Appell~Its I 

Cuddv & Lanham 71121971 $ 5.633.58 

I 

I 
I I ~ 

Washington College of Law i 

I--/ 

i 

~ 

~ 

i 

0 --:- 

I 1 .- 
I 

I I 
I 
! 

/ 

I I i i 1/20/991 $ 2.086.16 
I 

I 
1 

I I 
! ! 1 

1 -I---- 
I i I 

c 
I 
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I 
[TOTAL LESAL FEES 1 ! J  1.327.839.47 

I 

I 
! 
I 

_____--__ I &om attorneys per se listed in E C  fiies I 
I i 

1 
I 
1 

Amount disallowed by b t*.C j i 1 %  I 

i 
lobviously I'm missing some legal fees! i I S  llY1169.33 

I I 

1 I I 
L 

i i 1 '  Peror96 was ulrimarely reqirired IO repay t cbviouslv liere were ollier 'disallowed I I 
I 

I ! 

Ross Perot wrote Dersonal checks in i 

1 %  638,453.92 

I I 

Total repaid to U.S. Treasury fiom Perot96 j i %  1,706,911 5.00 



From the FEC (Scot? Francis, Reports Analyst, Reports .4na?ysis Division) 

lune 1, 1998 

Michael R. Morris, Treasurer 
Reform Party of the United States of America 
P . 0 . B O X  9 
Dallas, TX 7522 1 

Identification Number: COO3113 14 

Reference: Year End Report 1 O /  1 /97- 12/3 1/97 

Dear Mr. Morris: 

This letter is prompted by the Commission’s preliminary review ofthe reprt(s) 
referenced above. The review raised questions concerning certain information contained 
in the reports(s). An itemi7ation follows: 

Your report disdoses no payments for iadministrative expmes. Administrative expenses 
arc paqmcnts madc for :he piirpsc ofopcm:ing 8 pc.!i:icd cnmmittcc incliiding, k i t  not 
limited to, rent, utilities, salaries, telephone service, office equipment and supplies. Any 
such payinonis io a person aggregating in excess orS200 in ir calendar year must be 
di.sclosed on Schedule B, supporting Line 2I(b) of the netailed Summary Page. 2 IJ.S.C. 
$434(b)(5) if these expenses are being paid by a connected organization, your Statement 
of Organization must be amended to reflect this~relationship. 2 U.S.C. $433(b)(3) Tn 
addition, if expenses have been incurred but not paid in a reporting period, the activity 
should be disclosed as a debt on Schedule D, ifthe obligation is $500 or more, or 
outstanding for sixty days or more. 1 1 CFR $104.11 

Any gods  or services provided to your committee by a person, except volunteer activity 
(ie., a person’s timej, would be considered an in-kind contribution from that person, and 
would be subject to the disclosure requirements of 3, U.S.C. 3434(b)(3) and 1 1 CFR 
$104.13, and the limitations and prohibitions of2  U.S.C. 1$$441a and 441b. 

Clarification regarding administrative expenses should be disclosed durinf each two year 
election cvcle beginning with the first report filed in that non-election year. Please veri@ 
that all expenses referenced above t i e ,  rent, salaries, utilities, ek . )  have been adequately 
disclosed. If these services have been provided by volunteers, please confirm this in 
writing. 



A written response or an amendment to your original report(s) correcting the above 
problem{s) should be filed with the Federal Election Commission within fifieen (15) days 
of the date ofthis letter. lf you need assistance, please feel free to contact me on our toll- 
free number, (800) 424-9530. My lecai number is (202)694-41130. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Francis 
Reports Analyst 
Reports Analysis Division 

-a 
6. 
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REFORM PARTY 
Ut  the United States of America, Inc. 

P.O. Box 9 
Dallas, Texas 752.21 

C x l  F1 ED M Al L-R ETI J RN REC El PT REO\ J ESTED 

June 30, 1998 

Mr. Scott Frnncis 
Fcdcral Elcction Commission 
999 E Street. NW 
Washington, DC 20463 

Re: Year-End Report [10/1/97-12/31/97] 
ID No. C003313l4 

Dear Mr. Francis: 

i n respect YO your June I?, 1998 letter regarding the Reform Party’s Yex-End Rep~~-t, the 
following is submitted: 

Schedule A Sonnortinc I.ine ss!alIl] The receipt from the Refom Pariy Convention was from 
individuals ui attendance and no uidivldual contribution was greater than $50. 

Administrative Fxnenses: JndiGduals on a volunteer ba3k operate the Reform p l y .  There are 
no rental premises, telephone numbers, office equrpmeut, supphes, or salanes. Un June 15, 
1998, Perot’9G, hilled the Reform Party $88 for sohare wage and postage for the period 
October I .  1997 through March 5 I, 1998. A copy ofthe invoice and the check issued by the 
Reform Pa@ to Perot’(6. Inc. is enclosed. These Iransacaiom wiU be reported on the July 15 
quartcrly rcport. 

Tn xcorctruice with your request, the Year End 1997 Report will he refilled on FEC Fonn 3X. 

If you have any questions or require more infoimation3 please mmct me. 

Sincerely, 

Michael B. Moms 
Trcasurcr 

Enclosures 



Subject; XTRA SPECTAI. EDlTlON "The Verney 1,etter" (Sarcasm is the Writers)- State 
Chairs - Response from Russ Verney 

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Patricia R Benjamin <patbenjarnin@home.com> 
To: istatechair~reformparty.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 15,1999 8:05 PM 
Subject: Re: State Chairs - Response from Russ Verney 

Reform Party 
of the United States of America 
P.O. Box 9 
Dallas, Texas 7522 1 

Russell J. Verney, Chairman (972) 383-1 682 Jim Mangia, Secretary 
Pat Henjamin, Vice Chair (977) 383-1695 fax Mike Morri.;, 'I'rmsurer 

December 15, 1999 
An Open tetter to the Wohlfords Secret Cabal 

It has come to my attention that a "secret" discussion is occurring on e-mail about alleged 
financial wrongdoing involving the Reform Party and the Perot '96 campaign. 

I have frequently stated my opinion that e-mail causes brain damage and these scurrilous 
accusations are living proof. The hysterical accusers win the gold medal for jumping to 
conclusions not warranted by the facts. Of come,  in their noble efforts to save the 
Republic from the evil empire of 
"Dallas", they never bothered t~ ask what the facts are before they hurled their 
unsubstantiated and quite possibly libelous conspiracy theories around the Internet. 

The accusations center on two points. The first i s  that at about the same time as a Reform 
Party convention took place the Perot '96 campaign paid a travel bill, therefore through 
the unquestioned veracity ofthe powers of 
deduction the Perot '96 expense must be associated with the Reform Party convention. 
WRONG! 

In the fall of 1997 at approximately the same time as a Reform Party convention was held 
in Kansas City, the Perot 96 campaign was preparing two major law suits against the 
FEC, the Republicans, Democrats, the Clinton 
campaign and the Dole campaign. The travel expenses paid by Perot '96 were associated 
with lawyers and staff making several trips from Rangor Maine, Washington DC, and 
Dallas Texas to Washington DC, and San Francisco 



-. .. 
.. . 

? :  . 

California where the litigation occurred on behalfofPerotP6,. The Reform Party and 
other groups committed to campaign finance reform and ending the illegal use of soft 
money contributions were invited io join this litigation at no cost to them. All expenses 
were completely and properiy 
reported. 

The second charge is that the Perot '96 campaign committee spent money on the Reform 
Party that should have been reported to ihe FEC as a contribution. And, because the Perot 
'96 campaign was incorporated, federal law prohibits any contribution from the Perot '96 
campaign to the Reform Party and all Perot '96 perpetrators should be given a fair trial 
shortly after we execute them. WRONG AGATN. 

Every expense ofthe Perot '96 campaign committee has been reviewed by an excellent 
professional in-house compliance staff including the chief financial oficer who happens 
to he a Certified Public Accountant ( P A )  
and the chief operating officer also a CPA. The FEC auditors complemented the Perot '96 
staff for the thoroughness of their record keeping and their 
full and professional cooperation. Those professional credentials undoubtedly pale when 
compared to the deductive powers of an Internet superhero. 

However, the campaign treasurer who is both a CPA and an attorney also reviewed all 
Perot '96 expenditures. The Federal Election Commission audited eveq single Perot '96 
expenditure, including these specific travel expenses questioned by the hysterics who 
originated this current 
discussion on the 90's version ofthe National Enquirer, an e-mail reflector. Don't you just 
hate it when facts get in the way of your venomously held opinions? 

Tn addition to the charges about travel expenses, T stand accused of returning telephone 
calls. That's a unique charge since people writing on ihese reflectors so frequently 
complain no one ever hears from "Dallas". When the FEC auditors first arrived at the 
Perot '96 oftice 1 explained to them that I had separated several phone lines out of the 
hasic office service and they were paid i-or separately. These phone lines were for my use 
and the use of the staff for matters unrelated to Perot '96. 

The Reform Party operates through the efforts of tens of thousands of  volunteers. IJnlike 
this secret group, not ail the volunteers have formed a circular firing squad. The Reform 
Party has no dedicated office, otiice equipment or paid staff. Telephone calls that I make 
which involve my 
personal business or which may or may not involve discussions ofthe Reform Party are 
not charged to the party just the same as phone calls you make or internet services you 
contract for are not reportable expenses of the party. 

Perot '96 is a political committee that is incorporated under a special provision of law 
1 ICFRSI 14.12 (a). This provision of law specifically allows a political committee that is 
incorporated to influence federal elections or make legal contributions to political 
commitiees or political 



parties. However, as outlined above Perot '96 made no contribution to the Reform Party 
or any other political committee or party. 

Washington equates talk with action. The Internet has created a new category ofwork- 
averse people who think stream of consciousness chatting with their five friends on the 
Internet is the equivalent ofdeep thinking and hard work. T would suggest that you 
typewriter terrorists put away your keyboards and conspiracy theories, roll up your shirt 
sleeves and start doing some real work to build this party. 

Here are some construc.tive ideas if you want to stop trying to destroy the Reform Party 
through rumors, innuendoes, half-truths and conspiracy theories. Raise money for your 
state party. Speak about the Reform Party at local schools. Recruit candidates for 
municipal, county and state office. 
Develop promotional literature about your state party and hand it out on college 
campuses and at civic events. Hold town meetings on local issues. Get ballot access in 29 
states and DC. Rut then rumor mongering is so much easier. 

Russell J. Verney 
Chairman 
................................................ 
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From: Mary Clare & Wm. T. Wohlford, 
Members, Virglnia Reform Party 
(speaking on behalf of themselves) 

Reformers, 

On Sunday, December 12, 1999, we sent a post to 66 select individuals in 
the Reform Party. We asked if they would join us in a ‘discussion’ of some 
information that XF, hac! gleaned from the FEC online reports for “Perot96” 
and the separate entity “RPUSA”. We had questions and tentative 
conclusions about several issues and were requesting the guidmce and input 
from these 66 itidividiials 

These particular “66” people were chosen because we had, over the years, 
accepted them as creditable, hnowledgeable individuals with demonstrated 
good character We pwpose!y chose some who were not our ‘friends’ 
because we hoped this ‘discussion’ would be f i i t h l ,  objective, and wodd 
tinally guide us to find out whether or not our ‘suspicions’ were right. We 
had am’veii ai cerlain ~ e n ~ a t i v e  cimcliiricmc heliwe coniacling (he group 
These tentative conclusions were posed to this group and we ASKED that 
they prove us wrong because we WANTED IO be wrong! 

Further, we took great pains to apprise them (the 64)  of our source material 
and asked that they check each of our soiirces and conclusions tknerefiom for 
themse!ves 

[This same source material is yours for the asking. See attachments listed 
above but because we don’t want to overload your download time we will 
transmit them se I’ xate! 4 r e * p  -“I J %?!!owin- 6 *-r Y ‘Iu request.] 

Of the 66 who were invited to join, only those who were willing to state 
unequivocally that they would keep dl matters under discussion 
‘confidential’ were admitted. Tt xvaq our opinios: that the hen!th and .rve!fa:e 
ofthis Party was at stake ifcontidence was violated. 

Each member of this group was assigned a number to use instead oftheir 
name. Correspondence identification within the group was limited to use of 
the numhers. So the members ofthis grmp SCPJS~!~ have nr: knowledge of 
who the other members are or were. 
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As the questions were posed the answers began to roll in. We (Bill & Mary 
Clare) couldn’t have been more impressed with the thoughtful, insightful, 
and sound reasonl:~ 6 +hat L‘‘ hm heen expressed hy this group of Reformers 
this e/mail discussion proceeded. 
welfare and health of our party as their primary goal and we appreciate and 
sahite their efforts ani1 guidance1 

These are people who tnily have the 

When.we made the ‘discoveries’ of what we considered gross irregularities 
in the FEC records, it caused us to raise questions. We had, as we saw it, 
three options: 1 )  suhmlt a cornp!zint to the FEC and d: TFfEM to find out 
if our fears were unfounded or not: 2) tind an investigative reporter and 
guide him or her to the infomation and let the chips fail where they may; or 
3) nrganize il groi,ip orIr!Js!d Rehmiers lo assis1 11s it) ihis awesome 
decision of precisely what to do. 

I would like to interject here that upon discovery ofthese questionable 
entries or omissions in the Perot96 and RPUSA F‘EC tiles online, we 
persona!!y contacted the FEC t:: f:nd out our options and whether or not 
there could be penalties for the HYPOTHETICAL situations we outlined. 
Put another way, we were absolutely convinced that the situation had a 
pjteiiiiijl 10 render irnlaltl damage IO Ihe P a ~ i y .  

We were apprised that the situation we described would or could cause 
monetary penalties to a candidate and perhaps a diminishment of funding for 
3 P a q  for the year 2!!!!0. 

Nobody, then or now, has ruled out the possibility that there may be 
‘innocent’ explanations of every single m e  of our ‘suspicions’ regarding 
vhat  v;zs fi!ed with the FEC or what ~ 4 3 s  omitted f r 3 ~  t!:e FEC: records that 
should have been included. 

With this in mind, and the affirmation from the FEC that the incidents 
(HYPOTHETTCAL) we cited were definitely NOT proper, we sought to find 
the way that wm!d ! e z ~  h a m  ow Party and :~pset the least number of 
people. 

We did not consider that silence was an option. We personally did not trust 
Russ Verney to do the right thing or to treat the situation with candor and 
honesty. This, you ::nderstendj is our PERSOI\!AT. OP!?W)N and does not 
reflect any decision of this group of 66. 
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Then, at the very point when the discussions were beginning to approach a 
consensus, Russ Verney published his lctter of the “Wohlford cabal of66” 
ro the Stace Chairsj Tnsiderefom; and the ref;?madvocate. 

In otherwords, the security and secrecy to protect the party name that we 
had sought with painstaking measures had been breached for all the world to 
I:now. !-!bvi:x~s!v. 2 ,  one ofthe ‘66’ hzs chose:? to breach his or he: word 

We attach that letter from Russ to the multitudes in full following the text of 
this letter. 

In ONE fell swoop Russ has possibiy destroyed what this group was trying 
hard to accomplish----protecting the Party while finding out the truth and, if 
ihe suspicions were cx~rrecl., seeing h i  !hings were sel righi wilh (he FEC 
by appropriate and timely amendments to the records before the new officers 
assume responsiiiility on i” January year 2000. That is where the ‘group 
46’ was headed-apprising Ross, Russ, Mike Mom‘s, Michael PofC and 
others of the questions and seekifig answers from them.. . ..THEN moving in 
whatever direction the resu!ts of that inquiry !ed. 

Instead we now have a ‘public’ question, posed by Russ, that the press will 
love and that our enemies will pursue.. . . . . the very things that we were 
trying to avcid at a!! costs. 

You may believe that it was unreal of us to expect 66 people to be able to 
keep this secret as they pledged. We would not have trusted 66 Democrats 
or 66 Xep::b!icsns to do soj hut we cefitainly thoughr we C X X  J Y . 9  trust the 
word of Reform Party members who gave their pledge of confidentiality! 

The sincerity with which the contributing members worked, was heart 
warming and assured us that we had not placed Q U ~  faith in ‘enemies’. 
Whether the person or persons who vio!ared their word by Infoming Russ of 
our proceedings knew that Russ would immediately make PUBLIC our 
possible situation, is not really a factor. Whoever that person is, we are sure 
that he o r  she acted in belief that i1 wm the right thing to do WW Riiss did 
in his publication is another discussion not germane to this letter. 

When you read Russ’ ‘disclaimers’ cited below, be sure you understand that 
normally if an attorney takes a trip for a client, he simply bills the client. 
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We note that $1,327, 830.67 was paid by Perot96 for 'attorney fees' for 
specific lawsuits. Does it make sense that a $1,348.00 travel fee would be 

error, had used the next tigure which was the total.. . One of  the members of 
this g - 0 ~ ~  found the error and apprised me of same!) 

9e.yi.n ~, , l , fb ,J  -1.s . y ' A ' l /  I. cri,r . ,The originn! @;re med v m  over $E,!!!!!! becxrse 1, in 

Wouldn't common sense dictate that the attorney fees. when billed, would 
Iiu'CiUDE any uavci cxpcnscs? Rest assurcd that wc wili determine 
precisely what and who that particular item was spent for ifaccurate records 
are available. 

Is it not difiicralt to see that money paid to a travel agent in Dallas by 
Perot96, the DAY BEFORE THE KANSAS CITY CONVENTTON might 
reewnahly reqtiire some explanation ant1 veri licelion? 

1s it even harder to understand that NO telephone bills were paid by RPUSA 
except 'conference calls' EVER? Is it difticult to understand why there 
wou!d be a questio:: or suspicion &cut the ! 6 :r.onth period F!7T .T ,OWTl\X 
the i:EC audits completion that the Perot96 phone bills averaged over $609 
per month while NONE, save Conference calls, were paid by RPI JSA? 

Russ says that he used separate lines for the WUSA calls aid business. If 
that is so then why are not TiiESE phone biiis logged into the RPUSA 
filings with the-FEC? 

The attorney fees for the lawsuit that is mentioned, that are IN the Perotg6 
records were subsequently 'disallowed' by the FEC as Improper 
expenditures This is hecmse the suit waq not E!ed unti! AF7'ER the 
'conclusion ofthe Perot 1996 campaign'. You may reinember it was *Xed a 
few days following the Kansaq City Convention, November 1997. 

The FEC denied those court and legal expenses of over a million dollas. 
wny does this not show an ii4 KiND donation, in whoie or in pari, TO the 
RPUSA for the.fees that were paid in its behalf? This would be-required, 1 
am told, whether or not Perot96 or Ross Perot hunself paid these legal fees. 
What portion ofr!:e mi!!ion wou!d the f! p!aintiffKPT :SA benefit from'.? 

. . I. 



Russ says in his letter that ‘others’ were invited to join in the lawsuit at NO 
cost.. . .but does this avoid an IN KIND donation to WLISA being posted 
for the amcunt ofthz? suit tbat v~ould he their pert zq ?? 1 ?laintiff! 

I grant you that under the statute2 U.S..C. 4 43 t($)(B.)(ix)(I) rd:‘crney fees 
might be questionable ... .but it’s still a sound question. Did -USA receive 
g o d s  or senices of VAT .I F, hy h3vit:g a kgal action, supposed!y for their 
benefit, paid by Ross Perot or Perot96? An answer like “yes” or “no” would 
be sufficient. Where was this ‘gift’ logged into the FEC records? 

The question that disqualified these moneys from being paid by Perot96 
was, “did the iawsuir benefit present or ikture Federal CAIU’DIDATES?“. 
Mr. Perot signed a SWORN AFFADAVTT on February 8, 1998 that said, ‘‘I 
am not a candidate for any office in the year 2000. I have not considered 
becoming a candidzte for any office In the year 2000. T !lave made no 
attempt to further my or anyone else’s election to my oflice in the year 
2000.“ 

The FEC determined that the legal Fees for that lawsuit did NOT qualify! 
Le. the lawsuit could not have been to benefit Mr. Perot’s candidacy because 
he !lad signed a statement t!iat he wasn’t going to he candidate for yea: 
2000 AND Campaign “Perot1996” was over with 12 months before! 

This is also addressed by the statement that the lawsuit was not filed 
DURING the campaign ‘window of opportunity’ thus could not ‘intluence’ 
the Federal electioni which v~ou!d be the cenrrs! req??:rernent tc establish 
eligibility for allowable expenditures. 

This brings us also to the fees for the New Jersey lawsuit! WHO is paying 
the legal lees in THAT suit for RE’USA? The Executive Conurnittee was told 
by Kuss emihaticz!!y I that there would he ?W COST to the ??PI !SA.. . _ _  but if 
they benetited in either goods or services, which they no doubt did, they are 
REQT JTRED to show THAT as an IN KTND donation to RPT JSA in the FEC 
reports! 

Now THIS lawsuit, which prohibits certain potential candidates from using 
the RPUSA logo and the Relbrni Party name DOES have the potential for 
mfluencing’ 3 Federa! E!ectionj necame it Is mgning in  amre re and wi!i 

impact on candidates from New Jersey who might want to run in 2000 for 
Federal office! 

6 ’  



What are these fees that RPUSA does not ‘have to pay’? Who is paying 
these fees in the New Jersey lawsuit? These are questions that need to be 
answered. 

As we see it, Russ’ letter avoids dealing with the ‘gift’ portion or the ‘Perot 
96’ gift to the National Committee . . . .whereby he clearly states that it was 
intended ES a gift. !<e certainl-7 “‘J ~ T V -  “’ ‘ ” ’’ ’ A N \ /  gift must he reported. Resides, 
one of‘ us was a member of the National Committee at the time of the Kansas 
City Convention and since that time and KNOW that that Committee never 
niet 10 voie on accepiiiig lhis gin nor was an announcerneni raiaale hy 
members of the National Committee, competent or stherwise, that they had 
accepted such a ‘gifi’. Saying this stiii anorher way, h.ow can a group such as 
the National Committee move (or vote) to accept a ‘gift’ M/hen they haven’t 
.had a meeting? 

Not only are ‘expenses’ to be noted to the FEC, ‘gifts’ must also be noted! 

We had hoped that if there were any improprieties they could be minimized 
by lull disclosure and timely amendments to the FEC records by the same 
perso~s ~.v!?o were responsible fm the errors, if my. Thzt ::.auld have showr! 
that the Reform Party lives up to its own ‘Founding Principles of Reform’. 
This was clearly the direction that our ‘select group’ was aiming for and 
ninving towards Over and over the niernhers saidi we have to make this 
right. We cannot sweep it under the rug. We must find the truth here. 

NOW read Russ’ explanation that we have questioned above! 

“!n the fa!! of ? 997 at approximze!y the same time 3s 3 Refcrm Pa*r ’ L J  

convention was held in Kansas City, the Perot 96 campaign was preparing 
two major law suits against the FEC, the Republicans, Democrats, the 
Clinton 
campaign and the Dole campaign. The travel expenses paid by Perot ‘96 
were associated with iawyers and staff making severai trips from Bangor 
Maine, Washington DC, and Dallas Texas to Washington DC, and San 
Fr,ancisco 
C:a!ifamia w!iere the ! i t igatio~ sccurred on hehn!f ofPeror’96. The Refom 
Party and other groups committed to campaign finance retorm and ending 
the illegal use of soft money conti-ihutiom were invited to join this litigation 
at no cost to them All expenses were cmiipletely and properly 

* ** x * * “Extract from Russ’ explanation* * * ** ** *% * 



reported. 
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The second charge is that the Perot '96 campaign committee spent money on 
the Reform Party that should have been reported to the FEC as a 
contrib=,kx And, hecame the Perot '96 campaign v m  incorporated, federal 
law prohibits any contribution from the Perot '96 campaign to the Refomi 
Party and ail Perot '96 perpetrators should be given a fair trial shortly after 
we execiite them WRONG AGATN " 

(full text of Russ' letter is below folks!) 

"**#c*$*""***"**""end Russ' explanation**$*%***% 
With this intormation now inserted into the public domain by Russ' letter, 
there is little doubt that the FEC: itse!f.v:i!l come to !earn o f  :t it? such a way 
that will cause them to ask some pertinent questions themselves. I don't 
believe that this is or was the intention of the individual who breached our 
contidence. it was certainly not the intention of'our 'secret 46' group. 

The complete documentation of' our discussions, which began Sunday night, 
the 1 2 ~ '  of December, can be obtained by request from us as Word and 
Exce! documer.?~ or hy snsil ma:! if you can't do~vv.n!oad these attachments. 
Should any of  our 'numbered persons, members ofthis group' not care to 
have their posts aired we will respect that request. These are the bacic 
dnct~n~ents that this group waci working with. 

A separate letter with specific information, questions, and posing a time 
limitation is being sent to Ross Perot and Michael Poff, and to Russ Vemey, 
PJike Morris., a::d others, nor :'-' +he L'*- +-rmimtion:: u- - o f  cur n r  5' 0JI'. * n 

e 

Keep the faith, 

Mary Clare 

[Complete Verney letter submitted as EXHTBIT HI 
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